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pointed out that the uncompleted debate on the address in
the current session had already occupied no less than six-
teen sittings.1

The debate on the proposals themselves began on the
2ist of February; with a general' discussion of the scheme as
a whole, in the course of which the urgency of further reform
in the rules was clearly recognised on all sides. Mr. Parnell
and the Irish Nationalists, it is true, disputed the value of all
reforms in parliamentary procedure both past and future :
it was useless, they maintained, to hope for efficiency in the
work of the House until it had shaken off its excessive
burdens by granting independence to Ireland and similar
measures. From another quarter regret was expressed that
the Government had not adopted the proposal of the 1886
committee to relieve the House by means of the institution
of a system of standing committees. On many sides the view
was taken that the only method of really expediting the
despatch of business lay in a comprehensive decentralisation
of work by devolution. But on all hands great readiness
was shown to join in improving the rules of procedure,
and a Liberal member of unquestioned eminence, Mr. Lyon
Playfair, openly maintained that even the earlier reforms
could claim to have had a substantial measure of success.

The debate then turned upon the first of the resolutions
proposed by the Government, that dealing with the closure.
As to this most important question the Government had
become convinced that it was necessary to strengthen the
rule adopted in 1882, and the majority in both parties agreed
with them. The introduction of an automatic close of
the sitting, which the Government had in contemplation at
the same time, in itself rendered it necessary to increase the
stringency of the closure: otherwise the proposal would
simply offer a reward to obstruction. Like most of the other
clauses in the legislation of 1882, that which introduced the
closure had, till then, remained almost a dead letter. In
point of fact, during the quinquennium 1883 to 1887 it had
only twice been put into operation.2

1  Hansard (310), 1778.

2  The two occasions were on soth February 1885 and i7th February
1887: (Hansard (311), 256).